Introduction
When Galen set out to develop his own particular brand of Hippocratism, bolstermg the second-century-AD medical state of the art with all the authority of the ancient master, 1 there could be no senous question äs to how he was to set about this task the obvious and traditional way to study Hippocrates was through philology As a matter of fact, for several hundred years the 'higher', scientific type of ancient medicme had had a quite pronounced philological character 2 Editions of the Corpus Hippocraticum had been and still were being prepared, lexicographical work had been gomg on at least smce Herophilus and Bacchius 3 and exegetical questions had been tackled at least
Research for this article has been made possible by a fellowship of the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences I wish to thank Dr and Mrs M A Stubbmgs of Kidlington for their much appreciated contnbutions in the technical, nutntive and recreational spheres (not necessanly in that order) 1 Cf Temkm (1973 ) 33, Smith (1979 ) 91, 96, 106, 175 f, Manuh (1983 474 f, contra Kollesch (1981) 9, I do not believe the difference between Hippocratic and Galenic medicme was quantitative only 2 CfVegetti (1981) 48-52 3 Ilberg (1890) 111 ff, Wellmann (1931) l ff, cf Gal Linguarum seu dictionum exoletarum Hippocratis explicatio, Prooem (19 65 K) from the days of Herophilus 4 Indeed, there was no ancient wnter -except for
Homer -who could boast an equally impressive amount of philological attention Only Bibücal philology was to outstnp both Homer and Hippocrates m this respect All in all, techmcal philology, äs developed for the study of Homer and other ancient literary paragons, seemed the perfect Instrument to unravel the complex knots of the Hippocratic tradition, for the tradition of the works ascnbed to Hippocrates posed problems very similar to the ones encountered m Homeric studies 5 When the poems of Homer, Hesiod and the Orphic cosmogomes first ehcited comment (from the sixth Century BC onwards), they were judged and valued for their cognitive Contents at least äs much äs for their literary ments, and their first commentators were philosophers However, äs grammanans and rhetoncians claimed an mcreasmgly large role in linguistic studies, the emphasis shifted to purely grammatical and styhstic matters, although 'Realienforschung' never ceased to form part of the grammanans' work, and there was a continuing strong mfluence from philosophical quarters But, nevertheless, techmcal philology äs developed by the great Homeric scholars of Alexandria and passed on to the ancient doctor-grammanans, was primanly an Instrument for the study of literary and/or poetic texts from a literary and/ or poetic point of view
Poets hke Homer were studied by grammanans and rhetoncians alike -in fact, their disciphnes not only had a considerable mutual mfluence on each other, but are often rather hard to distinguish from each other in practice There is no clear-cut borderhne between the work of the grammanan and that of the rhetoncian The more stnctly grammatical approach would concentrate on two sets of problems providmg reliable texts was the 'diorthotic' or texten tical part of the grammanans' job, studymg grammatical correctness in general (Hellemsmos or Latimtas) would constitute their main other topic For the proper execution of both tasks they would rely heavily on the so-called 'Kriterien der Sprachrichtigkeit', 15 implemented differently for diortbosis and for the study of Hellemsmos In both cases they would tackle problems by applymg a rational pnnciple, either their common sense or a set of acknowledged grammatical rules (ratio or analogiä) Further they would use an empincal cnterion, viz their knowledge of the specific idiom of the author they were dealmg with (in diorthosis), or their knowledge of contemporary educated usage (for studies of Hellemsmos) This cnterion is usually referred to äs sunetheia (consuetudo, Ordmary usage') The third main cnterion is called paradosis, (tnzditio, 'tradition') For diorthotic purposes this means previous editions of 4 Mewaldt (1909 ) 129, Deichgraber (1965 320 f 5 Mewaldt (1909) 131 ff 6 Siebenborn (1976) , 54-61 ' For the connection between histona and paradosis, cf Deichgraber (1965) 126 ff, 298 f the work of the author in question, with the learned comments, if any, by earher scholars In the studies of grammatical correctness, this cntenon would enconipass the literary tradition at large The results of histona could be relevant here, too 7 The authonty of great wnters from the past, Homer most prominent among them, was used to legitimize the use of certam locutions In a sense, 'tradition is, of couise, no more than 'everyday educated usage from the past', so that it is quite closely related to the empincal cntenon of sunetheia But the palaioi (veteres, the 'ancients') were regarded with special respect Incidentally, these sets of cntena need not be mutually exclusive some grammanans (e g Apollomus Dyscolus) combined both m their linguistic studies 8 Thus, the 'grammatical' approach concentrated on textual cnticism and the study of grammatical correctness Rhetoricians, on the other hand, focused on a stylistic analysis, gravitatmg around the theory of the virtues and vices of style And their results, too, would leave traces in (predommantly grammatical) schoha and other ancient literary studies Especially in the case of Homer -although this holds good for other poets äs well -we find that the Status of being a poet warranted an almost reverential circumspection what would constitute a fault or a mistake m a lesser author would be styled a figure of speech in Homer and was held to contnbute to his stylistic superionty In the case of deviations from normal hnguistic usage an appeal could also be made to poetic hcence, äs well äs to the ultimate (and related) expedient of metri causa And Homers authonty would be enough to uphold the claims of any such deviant usage agamst (or alongside) the normal colloquial one All in all, there were strongly literary and purely hnguistic elements m the techmcal Instrumentarium Galen inhented when he started his impressive aeuvre-which can essentially be descnbed äs the result of a contmuous process of intertextuahty vis-a-vis the Corpus Hiffocraticum Instead of simply gomg its own way, Hippocratic philology never ceased to undergo the influence of contemporary developments m its literary counterpart Galen himself was a very accomphshed philologist 9 He shows great acumen and a steady hand in applymg the tools of this trade But the very nature of these tools, pnmanlŷ Blank (1982, 12 ff) has pomted out that there is a marked simdanty m the epistemological posmon of the contemporanes Galen, Claudius Ptolemy and Apollomus Dyscolus All three combine rational and empincal elements m their theory of knowledge Galen, of course, projects this amtude (with all three cntena) backwards to Hippocrates (In Hippocratis Prorrbeticum I commentam l 15 [16 550 K ] ) '( ) addmg rational judgement to his results obtamed by research of the sources and his own observations' (οίς εκ τε της ιστορίας έμαθε καΐ αυτός έθεάσατο την λογικην κρίσιν προσθεις), cf Deichgraber (1965) 49 For Galen's epistemological position, see further Frede (1981) For a more exclusive concentration on the two main mgredients (rational and empincal) of this epistemology, see De methodo medendt 4 4 (10 272 K), Frede (1981) prefers to claim that Hippocrates is not fussy or pedantic about his choice of words, a charactenstic the latter shares with the other ancients Galen even manages to turn it into a defimte asset, äs we shall see Hippocrates' choice of words brmgs us to his stylistic charactenstics With the other ancient authors he shares a strong and impressive, if somewhat rough and ready style This judgement is summed up in the quahfication deinotes, 'rhetoncal power, forcefulness' 20 His rhetoncal power mamfests itself in extreme conciseness or rapidity 21 We may connect this with his use of l* Although his disunction between barbansm and solecism does not seem to be altogether clear-cut *' Cf for this relative mdifference to linguistic expression In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum I commentaru 56 (ISA 167 K) The usual reading is σολοικοφανές, 'solecistic', but m fact it makes no matenal difference which reading one prefers (read αδιαφορεί, or ου διάφορε! for διαφέρει), cf ibid 58 (ISA 170 K) *° De stmplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultattbus 9 2(12 193f K) l' Cf In Hipp Pwrrhet comment l 4 (16 511 K), a nice example is Galen's discussion of the openmg sentence of Hippocrates' Eptdemics\\\ Πυθίων, όςωκειπαρά Γης ιερόν, ήρξατο τρόμος από χειρών, ('Pythion, who lived by the temple of Earth -a tremblmg began from his hands') Galen suggests that the nommative Pythion and the followmg relative clause can be explamed äs the label of the case, äs it were Hence, Hippocrates would be makmg a fresh Start from ήρξατο Galen proceeds with the words 'It is better to explam his words m this way, than to be forced to assume that Hippocrates committed an error of construction on purpose, right at the begmnmg of this work The more so, since it would be the only one in the whole work ' (In Hipp Epid IIIcomment l l (17A 480 K) 43 In other words, here, too, it was the cogmtive (or rather rehgious) contents for which these texts were studied, and agam technical philology was the framework withm which this was mostly done From the very start, Christian apologists feit the need to defend the extreme stylistic simplicity of the language of the Bible, which seemed to lack any of the sophistication innerem in classical literature, and so formed an easy target for pagan mockery And later, when more and more philological efforts were made to provide editions and translations of, and commentanes on, these texts, the Imguistic framework would inevitably bring along questions of its own about the literary value of the Bible -the same kind of questions Galen had to face about Hippocrates All educated Christians would work withm this Imguistic framework For they would all have enjoyed a thorough pagan Imguistic trammg in the disciplmes of grammar, rhetonc and logic Their solution to the dilemma is remarkably similar to what we will find m Galen they claimed the supenonty of their hngua piscatoria, 'the language of the fishermen, over the sham-embelhshments of empty rhetonc 44 They announced that m their eyes there could be only one vital virtue of speech, namely clarity, even if this was attamed at the cost of flawed grammar the truth of Scripture could not be bothered with the straight-jacket of the 'rules of Donatus' ^5 Simplicity was equated with truthfulness and nothing was allowed to stand m the way of comprehensibihty 42 De metb med 9 8 (10 632 K) 43 Incidentally, the same hne of defence was used in the case of (pagan) philosophers They, too, could not be bothered with mmute Imguistic distinctions their philosophical ideas were all that counted, and äs long äs they succeeded m makmg themselves understood, Imguistic cnticism was uncalled for Remarks to this effect can be found about Chrysippus -nght alongside comphmentary Statements about his remarkable contnbutions to the study of hnguistics -, Plotmus and Epictetus 50 The argument used here consists of the Opposition of pragmata, 'contents', and rhemata, '(mere) words', and it recurs m the context of philosophical discussion, the Bible and medicine ahke Epicurus, too, could be mentioned in this context accordmg to Diogenes Laertius 'the terms he used for thmgs were the ordmary terms ( ) He was so lucid a writer that in the work (%, \3 f Edlow, 14 589 K) consists of the claim that Hippocrates' style is actually identical to the ideal style -and, mcidentally, to Galen's own The second consists of puttmg Hippocrates' styhstic performance m a special kmd of context, and claiming its perfect suitabdity to that context Galen discus^es the genre of 'scientific instruction' m connection with this 3 l The proclamation ofa stylistic ideal Galen's linguistic ideals, too, may be studied from both a grammatical and a rhetoncal pomt of view Grammatically speaking, Galen mamtams a permissive attitude As long äs one makes oneself understood, it does not matter whether one's speech is füll of barbansms 53 And äs he puts it elsewhere, 'it is better to commit solecisms and barbansms in one's language than m one's hfe' 54 He even wrote a pamphlet agamst people who tned to fight solecism 55 He is quite explicit about the fact that it is absolutely imperative to stick to normal usage, and to prevent causing unnecessary confusion by mtroducing obscure technical termmology (which might take the form of seemmgly normal words bemg used in an unexpected sense) 56 And, of course, he can adduce a very pertment reason why this should be so the commumcation with one's patients 57 Earher doctors never used other words than the ones they might hear from their patients themselves If a patients description of his own Symptoms is clear and understandable, why mtroduce Impressionist and baroque expressions for different types of pam' And conversely, if no patient would ever use the termmology of an Archigenes to explam what is ailmg him, what is the purpose of its mtroduction ? Galen hates all disputes about mere words and emphatically refuses to take part m what he regarded äs a perverted sophistic whim, exhorting his readers to concentrate instead on the issues themselves, the pmgmata 58 After all, it is Hippocrates' supenor medical knowledge, his knowledge of ta pragmata, that makes us forgive him his deficiencies m disposition and style 59 However, the balance is pretty delicate 53 De puls differ 2 2 (8 567 f K)
De ordine hbrorum suorum ad Eugemanum (19 60 K) 55 Ibid, cf De hbnspropms 18 (19 48 K) 56 Examples are legion, e g De ahm fac 2 4 (6 565 f K), De puls differ 3 7 (8 690 ff K), Synopsis hbrorum suorum depulsibus 6 (9 446 K), De diff resp l 2 (7 758 ff K), In Htppocratis Prognosticum commentaru l 4 (18B 15 K) 5 7 De loc off 2 9 (8 116 ff K , esp the conclusion (8 118 K ) 'no patient expresses what is wrong with him through the words of Archigenes', cf ibid 2 5 (8 83 K) and Deplemtudme2(7 518 K) 5° E g De optima nostn corpons constitutwne l (4 738 f K ), De marcored (7 690 K ), De tumonbus praeter naturam 3 (7 716 K) 5" In Hippocratis hbrum De acutorum victu commentani 3 l (15 626 ff K) The cnticism exercised here is in itself a normal feature of the Penpatetic commentary tradition, cf Geffcken (1932) 409 The apologenc tone is not (ibid 410 n 3) maccuracy, or an madequate command of the facts, combmed with stylistic defects may agam lead to a demal of authenticity of (parts of) a treatise.
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Galen's msistence on the overrulmg importance of facts over words and on the need for clear and normal language has its consequences for his 'Kriterien der Sprachrichtigkeit' They are, in fact, nothmg other than three forms of sunetheia that of Hippocrates, äs the authonty/w excellence, that of the other ancient doctors, and that of Galen's own day 61 It is this aspect of 'normal usage' rather than that of 'correctness' that Galen emphasizes when he uses the word hellenizem ^ If Galen uses sunetheia in both technical grammatical applications distmguished above (see Introduction above), this is because he actually combines his exegesis of Hippocrates (dtorthosis-type) with cnticism of contemporary medical usage and advice about the ideal form it should take (Hellentsmos-iype) 63 The consequences for Galen's rhetoncal and stylistic ideals are clear he advocates a shift in the relative importance of the virtues of style, claimmg that his own style is m accordance with this new assessment Galen's permissiveness on the pomt of grammatical correctness makes the virtue of Hellemsmos recede into the background Contrary to common rhetoncal theory, Galen submits that clanty, achieved on the basis of factual accuracy, is the only really important stylistic factor. phers mennoned m section two, finds himself m complete agreement with the leading grammanans of bis day Although onginally this distmction between words (äs physical thmgs), reference in the outside world and (incorporeal) meanmg was of Stoic provenance, by the second Century AD it belonged to the common stock of grammatical assumptions 68 It is mterestmg to see that Galen reahzes that language develops Words may become obsolete, even if they were quite normal m ancient times This is one of the reasons why he does not msist on Atticistic language m his eyes the classical Attic dialect was a sunetheia like any other It cannot therefore claim more authonty than Galen's contemporary sunetheia 69 In short, Galen's styhstic ideal comcides with his view of both Hippocrates' and his own style Although in practice his own Greek is fairly Atticistic and well-groomed, he denies that that is at all important m theory His only professed aim is to wnte a 'normal', clear and concise Greek The degree of conciseness depends on the type of treatise a commentary should be more expansive than an independent treatise 70 In other words, one should aim for a 'proportional' style 71 It is stressed throughout that linguistic expression is, m all respects, less important than a clear grasp of factual content
In order to solve this dilemma, Galen pomts out a number of charactenstics peculiar to Hippocrates' style of teachmg and perfectly acceptable m the context m which the latter worked He also refers to the particular exigencies of his own day, and firmly puts his exegetical work in a different didactic context frorn that of Hippocrates Hippocratic succmctness has been mentioned several times already, it is the mam reason any explanation at all is required Hippocrates is in the habit of teachmg complete theones through one or two mcidents 82 
Thephilologicalparadigm andthe embarrassment ofimperfection
We have come to the end of this brief survey and may sum up äs follows: In Galen's day the combination of current schoolpractice -which had an essentially linguistic orientation -wirb a generally positive attitude to authority favoured a philological approach to technical problems: Not only in literature were authoritative ancient texts being put on a pedestal äs touchstones of grammatical correctness and stylistic beauty, but in other areas, too, people looked back to a reniote past in which remarkable achievements had been realized, if only in nuce. In any disciplines in which a text or corpus of texts assumed such a place of prominence, philology claimed its due äs the most suitable technical method to tackle such a subject. The most outstanding examples of this phenomenon are ancient medicine and ancient Biblical exegesis.
From Origen onwards, early Christian authors applied all the technical tools of pagan classical philology to the study of their most authoritative texts, the Bible. The sheer quantity of early Christian literature helps us to acquire an idea of how inescapable the 'philological paradigm was and of the tensions it caused. The clash between a linguistic approach that automatically took the form of a text äs point of attack and the unique value attached to the informational Contents of these texts did not escape any of the practitioners of this method. When forced by their instrumentarium to judge the grammatical correctness and the rhetorical qualities of these texts, early Christian exegetes did not refuse to do so, but they propagated new norms.
Approximately half a Century before Origen we can witness this same struggle in Galen, who anticipates the Christian answers. On the one hand Galen exploits the 'philological paradigm' for bis own purposes, promoting äs he did Hippocrates' Status of the ultimate source of medical knowledge, by telescoping the second-century state of the art into Hippocratic medicine. On the other hand he has to face the problem that Hippocrates does not live up to the literary Standards inherent in the philological model. His solution to this dilemma was to declare that a master-doctor cannot be measured by literary norms without qualification. In teaching, content takes precedence over form, and clarity over grammatical correctness. In Christian eyes, only pagans would insist on verbal precision; Galen reproaches the In Hipp. Fract. comment. l, prooem. (18B.320 K.) .
'younger doctors' with exactly the same pettiness. This is contrasted with the superior indifference of the ancients -or the Bible -towards trifling linguistic details. The epistemonike didaskalia has its own stylistic requirements and these are easily met by both Hippocrates and Galen himself. If exegesis is necessary at all, this is due to a difference in didactic context. Galen tries to find a basis and confirmation for contemporary medicine in Hippocrates -a strictly medical and technical project, but all the while he foots his argument on a philological basis, following his convictions of what is truly Hippocratic writing and language, 93 and asking questions which are forced on him by his critical Instrumentarium. At the same time, however, the heart of grammatical studies, the concern for correctness, is watered down, if not given up altogether. This was the price for a way out of the embarrassment of imperfection.
93 Cf. Bröcker (1885) 432; 438.
